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Brown, 2008). We believe that distinctions between these losing and winning status 16 based on the number of goals should be made because one goal 17 advantages/disadvantages could influence the styles of play differently compared to 18 two or more goals advantages/disadvantages (e.g. with a two goals advantage, 19 receiving one goal will not change the wining status, however with a one goal 20 advantage, receiving one goal will change the match status to drawing). Venue was 21 categorised as playing home or away, whereas quality of opposition was measured 22 according to the difference in the teams ranking position at the end of the season 23 (Lago-Peñas, Gomez-Ruano, Megias-Navarro, & Pollard, 2016; Lago-Peñas et al., 24 2017). Therefore, a positive value in this ranking difference indicates facing a strong 25 opposition and, on the other hand, a negative value represents facing a weak 1 opposition. The highest the absolute value of this ranking difference the stronger or 2 weaker opposition is faced (e.g. a ranking difference of +14 shows that the team is 3 facing an opposition team that is 14 positions above in the ranking). 4
5
[ Table 1 near here] 6 7
Statistical analysis 8
A linear mixed model (LMM) was carried out for each of the eight styles using the 9 MIXED procedure of the software SPSS v.23.0 for Windows (IBM, Armonk, NY 10 USA). LMM organises data into a hierarchical structure by creating nesting units. 11
For example, ball possessions are nested into matches. Ball possessions and matches 12 represent two different levels were matches are higher in the hierarchy than ball 13
possessions. In addition, model complexity can increase when more levels are added. 14 For example, balls possessions can be nested into matches, and these matches can 15 also be nested into teams. This represents a 3 levels structure being the unit team the 16 higher in the hierarchy. A cross-classified multilevel design (Heck, Thomas, & 17 Tabata, 2014) was developed considering matches and teams as the nesting levels. 18 Therefore, the variables match and team were considered as random effects. The 19 cross-classified multilevel models are suitable for data structures that are not purely 20 hierarchical. In other words, data structures where units in one level are not nested 21 only in a higher level. For example, matches are nested in two different teams as 22 there are two teams participating in the game. Match status, venue, and quality of 23 opposition (i.e. ranking difference) were considered as fixed effects in the models. In 24 addition, random slopes of these fixed effects and interactions between them were 1 also checked to verify if they had a significant contribution to each model. We 2 applied a general multilevel-modelling strategy (Heck et al., 2014) where we 3 included fixed and random effects in different steps from the simplest to the most 4 complex. The simplest model and the first one to apply was a 'Null' model were only 5 the dependent variable (i.e. the style of play) in the hierarchy structure is modelled. We reported marginal and conditional R 2 metrics (Nakagawa & Schielzeth, 2013) for 7 each LMM to provide some measure of effect-sizes. The level of significance was set 8 to 0.05. 9
Results

10
The effects of match status, venue and quality of opposition on each of the eight 11 styles of play employed by teams are shown in Table 2 . 12 
13
[ Table 2 near here] 14
15
Match status 16
Compared to drawing, teams losing had a decrease in Direct Play (P < 0.001 for 17 losing by one and losing by two or more goals) and Maintenance (P < 0.001), and an 18 increase in Build Up (P < 0.001 for losing by one and losing by two or more goals), 19 Sustained Threat (P < 0.001 for losing by one and losing by two or more goals), and 20 Crossing (P < 0.001 for losing by one and losing by two or more goals). In addition, 21 an increase in Fast Tempo (P < 0.05) was observed when teams were losing by two 22 or more goals. In contrast, there were decreases in Maintenance (P < 0.001 for 23
wining by one and wining by two or more goals), Build Up (P < 0.001 and P < 0.05 24 for wining by one and wining by two or more goals respectively), Sustained Threat 1 (P < 0.001 and P < 0.01 for wining by one and wining by two or more goals 2 respectively), Crossing (P < 0.001 for wining by one and wining by two or more 3 goals) and High Pressure (P < 0.001 and P < 0.01 for wining by one and wining by 4 two or more goals respectively), and an increase in Direct Play (P < 0.001 for wining 5 by one and wining by two or more goals), Counterattack (P < 0.001 for wining by 6 one and wining by two or more goals) and Fast Tempo (P < 0.001) for teams wining 7 by two or more goals. 8
There was an interaction between match status and quality of opposition for 9
Direct Play, Maintenance, and High Pressure styles. Direct Play decreased more 10 when teams faced stronger opposition and were losing by one, or by two or more 11 goals (P < 0.01 and P < 0.05 respectively). Maintenance increased when losing by 12 one, or by two or more goals when facing stronger opposition (P < 0.05). In contrast, 13 maintenance decreased when winning by two or more goals (P <0.001) against 14 stronger opponents. High Pressure decreased when teams were winning by two or 15 more goals against stronger opponents (P <0.01). 16
Venue 17
Away teams increased Direct Play (P < 0.001) and decreased Build Up (P < 0.001), 18 Sustained Threat (P < 0.001), Fast Tempo (P < 0.01), Crossing (P < 0.001) and High 19 Pressure (P < 0.001), in comparison to home teams. A significant interaction 20 between venue and quality of opposition was observed for Build Up. Away teams 21 decreased Build Up (P < 0.05) when facing stronger opponents. 22
Quality of opposition 23
There was an increase in Direct Play (P < 0.001), and decrease in Maintenance (P < 24 0.01), Build Up (P < 0.001), Sustained Threat (P < 0.001), Fast Tempo (P < 0.001), 1 Crossing (P < 0.001) and High Pressure (P < 0.05) against stronger opposition. 2 3 Discussion 4
The aim of the present study was to examine the effect of match status, venue, and 5 quality of opposition on different styles of play in soccer. The findings suggest that 6 these contextual variables influence styles of play and should be considered when 7 reviewing match play. However, these effects showed a small effect size on the 8 styles of play measured. As some styles were infrequent, low values for these styles 9 of play were shown in the normative profiles. Nevertheless, significant results 10
showed that contextual variables produced a change in the average use of a style of 11 play, even if it appeared as a low value. Mixed models also showed that these 12 normative profiles could change across matches and teams, therefore teams 13 demonstrated different tactical behaviours under different contexts. To our 14 knowledge, this is the first study investigating the effect of contextual variables on 15 styles of play used by teams in soccer. reported that crosses were more frequent for losing teams, which might suggest that 1 losing teams employ this tactic to create more goal scoring opportunities when 2 attacking. The use of high pressure by winning teams decreased. This could help the 3 team 'save' energy in the game as they do not need to make efforts to equalise the 4 game. Interaction between match status and quality of opposition showed significant 5 differences for direct play, maintenance and high pressure. Firstly, losing teams 6
showed a decrease in the use of direct play and an increase in the use of maintenance 7 when facing a stronger opposition, and showed a decrease in maintenance when 8 winning and facing strong opposition. This could be explained by a strong reaction 9 of the losing teams to try dominate possession against better opponents. Secondly, 10 when teams were winning by two or more goals, the use of high pressure decreased 11 when facing strong opposition. The strategy of these teams could be to maintain the 12 scoreline and prevent the other team from scoring by employing a defence close to 13 their own goal. 14 Venue showed a significant effect for all styles of play except counterattack 
